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ASSUMPTIONS RELATED TO THE EVALUATION
OF REMEDIAL PROGRAMS IN THE

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

The current climate of the €aitifornis Community Colleges
is characterized by uncertainty; uncertainty about which

students to serve, how to serve them, and how effective are
the progranms that serve them. ThlS uncertalnty is reflected

in mandates for accountablllty in serv1ces, courses and programs.

programs in higher educatron;
Effective remedial education has represented a commitment
to educational opportunity that bridges the gap between under-

urepared students and successful college level work.

in the past decade all segments of higher education have

developed remedial pPrograms to as51st the large nuniber of

underprepared students to succeed in college courses: Since
the rajoritv of the students enrolled in colleges are deficient

in skills of readlng, wrltlng and math remedial programs have

become cne of the fastest growing areas of curriculum:

‘The priority of the high risk student and how to increase
his success in college is now belng joined by a growing concern
for remedial courses and programs and the question is emerglng
of how hlgh a risk are these courses? Many issues surround
this trend in hlgher education 1nstructlon. The issues have
to be replaced with specific information.

The central question is what is the evaluation of remedial
programs to accomplish? Since program evaluation serves ) '
different purposes, a rationale for -he program evaluatlon needs

to fit external criteria. What do programs cost? And what is

the basic rationale for the investment?
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A second perspective - modifying to fit internal

criteria - suggests a different set of questions.

1. What are the key elements of successful remedial programs?

2. How can effective programs be identified?

3. How can ineffective programs be replaced or terminated?

4. What kind of evidence i§ availablé to identify effective
or ineffective programs?

5. What kind ~f evidence arewe to provide of the significant
benefits of our courses and programs at a reasonable cost?

serve three purposes: (1) it will provide information to
decision makers; (2) it will provide a basis for improving
existing programs, and (3) it will provide for additional
777777777 It will atlow

Model remedial programs abound in the community college
system and tell us the what and how about efficiency and
cffectiveness: For example, Friedlander in Should Remediation
be Mandatory, identifies three elements of effectiveness in
successful remedial programs: (1) they provide the under-

prepared student with a better opportunity to improve academi;

achievement: (2) they enable maintenance of high academic
standards by better preparing deficient students to do
subsequent course work, and (3) they increase revenue due to

higher retention and course enrollment.
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Existing practices and information need to be incorporated
into new models.:

The Learning, Assessment, Retention Consortium of
California, (LARC) has collected information on Learning Skilis
Programs in the California Community Colleéges. The LARC Program
Guides (1981-82 and 82-83) describe the prominent activities and
trends in over twenty five college prograns.

The Chancellor's Office, California Communtiy Colleges,; and

the Western Association Accrediting Commission for Community and
Junior Colleges have produced a series of papers resulting from

a three year project to improve evaluation and planning in ,
Community Colleges. A Project Working Paper on Measuring Community
College learner Outcomes defines the language of oltcome evaluation

The LARC Consortiim, too, has developed a model that depicts
the methods by which outcome data can be applied to administrative
decisions according to Tillery (Measuring Community College
Outcomes) : Currently; the Consortium is developing a schematic
to collect information for following up assessed students. This
schematic will be disseminated in May, 1984. |

Definitions of key terms rélating to remediation were
by the LARC Consortium and the California Association of Community
Colleges. Definitions of remediation,; matriculation, and AA degree
course work have been prepared by a Task Force on Academic Quality
(6ffice of chancellor; California Community Colleges). Statéments
on proficiencies in English and mathematics have been developed
by the Academic Senates of the California Community Colleges, the

California State University and the University of California: -
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ASSUMPTIONS;ABDUT REMEDIAL PROGRAMS

What have the remedial programs in the Cailifornia
Community Colleges emphasized and what directions need to be
considered? Although a thorough analysis of these questions
probably will be undertaken, current research and practice
suggest some assumptions about the efficiency and effectiveness
of remedial programs in the community colleges. These assumptions
may prov1de a basis for examlnlng remedial programs.

The information about efficiency and effectiveness of programs
is presented in four categories of assumptions: (1) assumptions
about remedial programs in a broad system or state framework;

(2) assumptions about remedial programs at an institutional level:
(3) assumptions aktcut remedial programs themselves, and (4) assump-

tions about students and learnlng in remedial programs.

I. System or state: Assumptions about Programs:

prcgrams (Fr:edlander)

. The successes of communltv college remedial programs are not
a matter of dlvers1ty or local needs.

efficient and effective 1earn1ng than business or 1ndustry

If: Institution: Assumptions About Programs:

.The college needs to be perceived as a total delivery system
of remediation.
.Academic standards are relnforced by appropriate assessment/

placement act1v1t1es.

-student competencxes
~learner outcome
- —academic standards
.Competenc1es will be a key institutional term. Similar

vocabulary terms are perfocmance and proficiency:




III. Program Assunptions:

.The two key elements of program evaluation are efficiency

and effectiveness. :

the remedial efforts: c '

.The delivery of educaction is becoming more sharply prescriptive
and_individualized - the term individualized program is less

misleading than individualized instruction:

IV. Students and Remedial Programs :

.Success in college is dependent on cognitive and effective -
skills. ’
.Successful students in remedial programs do not receive a
lower quality of education.

.Applying basic skills to a problem or personal context increases
learning probability: Since we do not know of a preferred
hierarchy of basic skills to be learned, an appropriate focus

may be on ability to improve performance in given situations.

Certain focuses seem more rélevant than others. For example,
because of the diversity of programs and college clientele;
a comparison of one program to another is not useful: Based
on these assumptions; the foliowing activities might be useful
and Unigue to the community: colleges: |

.A description of effective programs with an analysis of the

breadth and depth of prograris that can serve emerging needs
in industry.

:A description of promising practices in remedial programs.
.Bny information on student competencies in remedial programs.

.An aralysis of how the community colleges can provide total
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 In the apsence of a formal set of guidelines, the California
Cﬁmmuﬁity Colleges need to begin program evaluation activities.
What can we réasonably expéct a process of program evaluation to
include? What féétéfé or information need to be includeu to make”
Up a strong Statémént of purposé and outcome in the evaluation of

remedial programs? Drawn from current information,; the follow1ng

CILiéétidrié éuggéét a number of p"o’t'ential activities and areas of

QUEST1ONS/ISSUES
FOR THE EVALUATION OF REMEDIAL PROGRAMS IN THE COMMUNITY COLLEGES

PHILOSOPHY WHO WHAT HOW

Goal Setting

Course Who_are_the remedial Does remediation - How does rémedlaho:
students? How many? encompass only basic [ fit in with total
At what levels of skills? college?
remediation?

Program Who 1inks the What is_the linkage | How high 2 risk are s
remedial program of remedial programs | the remedial-courses /
to total college to college mission? and programs? . //
program? v
C2=_an_institutional Hhat is the emphasis How- do we nake a higy_
emphasis shift to to be: On short risk course:a low risk
competencies? duratian -outcomes course?

Should it? or.1ong duration
outcomes? With fixed fynghng
how do we remediate
all who need it?

Student - Do suaccessful what are the newer How.much commi tment___
students in developments -in the |is there to developitg
remedial _programs assessment of - an uoderstanding of
receive a lower Tearner outcomes? adult learming?
quality of .
education? How broad a range of

effects on the student
will be measured?

OPERATIONAL

Program . . - .

Development WHO WHAT HOM

Course who does the- What coherent method-| How much variation
course serve?- 6logies frame exists between Same
{What*-are their remedial instruction.| course?
needs?) ;

- e
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Questionsylssues
for_The.Evaloation Of
fenedial Programs in. .
The Community Colleges

(oestions/Issues__
For_The Evaluation of .
Reaedial Prograns in
The Comunity Colleges

Pag! ? :' Pﬁge 3
. L |
OPERATIONAL Srqg@m
Progran tview - o
Dggl pent B 7 B {ontinued W VHAT W
Continged | WHo NHAT HO . ——
2, Progran &“”E bengfles |WEAL.dre G . \ilow Rary students
Progran  Who sets the goals? | What is & progrant | How does the progran f remdiation. | pronising practices - |persist fron course
What is the breadth | fulfill degree fo the studest | in remedial prograns? (to course?
and depth of progran?| requirements? justify the costs? | T
TR R Hhat does it cost?
Fidt hdivigialized | How fidch variation
{ratraction is BXiStS batween. 'Dogs: college writing
available? COurSes in same positively affect
| urogram the developnent of
Whatavethe | writing abilities?
advantages of a total] How much variation _.
unified renedial | exists between course e LT T T
approach versus in same progran? Student 100 remedial programs | What are students . |How.do studnets
single course! ‘ " erely keep students | attitudes about shat | perform fn other
- ———— in college or con-_ |45 being taught?  |programs after they
Student | Do students under- | What happens to . | HOW is StldEit tribute to acadenic Teave?
stand the purpose students after they | success measured? success? S
and goals of the Jeave the course? How can we describe © *
progran the impact of remedi-
o ation on the student?
Do students advance ' ) [ em—— I
in_a_gequgnce of CRPETENC]
| e | s W
e " Course What is_readabil ity
Fragran _ Tevel of text?
Review KO WHAT oW 7
— T Progran Mhat, definiton of
~lourse  |Wio are the Success- | What are measures of How many students drop aitcone Wil e wead: 7
fill stadents?. effectiveness? out? ! 4., life dcile i
findings: . inpact,
Wt o it | Fon ey coplete ;, sroductiviy?
and external) will bej successfully? e ———
used to measure I P
perfomance to? | How does the course Student At what Tevel do | What fests can be used
fgeaie acagenic Students read and | to provide infomation
( achievenent! write? to neasure student
progress along dn
abiHty continuue? -
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MANAGEMENT. CONSIDERATIONS FOR
THE EVALUATION OF REMEDIAL PROGRAMS

i
v

of remedial programs are how and what: The prImary issue is

- S R S
that remediation 1ncreas1ngly is entangled in questions of

institutional mission apd purpose rather than learning and
teachlng As a resulf state level offices have become 1mpat1ent
and intrusive in this process. The basic assumption that has
not been underscored effectively in that we have been conducting
evaluation of remedial programs with documented results in

adjustménts of rémédiai programs. éourses have been dropped or

support Services added. Some observers, including Donald K. SmIth
(Marcus; 1983) believe, that the greatest safeguard against an
increased state role is for the institutions themseives to
strengthen their own &valuation activities.

WHAT IS THE EVALUATION TO ACCOMPLISH?

California the ccnséﬁsus of the representatives from all segméﬁtg
was that the evaluation 5f remedial programs will be to improve
prcgrams, to adjust, nbt tc reduce or diminish' éurrent iﬁféfﬁa—

rediuce remedial programs:

(15 The llteracy problems of students involve a
majorlty of=all colleges.

(2) The typlcal proflle of the communltj college
students reflects a wide range of missing
aoadéﬁio skills. ~

(3) The growing demands for the acquisition of

higher, skills competencies.
;

/

!

f
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A recent national study by Dr. John Roueché, University. of
Texas, provides specific informationf

The literacy skills of graduating high schooi students

is contlnulng to decllne. No state competencies exam

in the nation requires a graduating demonstrated competency
above 9th grade reading: '

All post secondary 1nst1tutional types from the graduate
research institution to thé community college provide
remedial assistance in somé form to students in the same
proportion -= around 50%.

The community college student typically earned C grades

or lower in high school. Few have had geometry, second
year algebra; Engllsh composition; a foreign language,

or a year of science.

The gap in needed llteracy skllls is 1ncreas1ng. By the

1990's anyone who doesn't have at least & 12th grade reading;

writing and calculating level will be absolutely lost.

(Dorothy Shields, Director of Education, AFL-CIO)

(Roueche,; 1984) ‘ )

HﬁﬁrfﬁrﬁﬁéﬁﬁﬁiErﬁﬁﬁEﬁiﬁﬁréﬁﬁsﬂﬁﬁs;

area of curriculum in colleges and universities. The questlon

of how to conduct the evaluation of remedial programs is a concern:
At a recent conference on The Evaluation of Remedial Programs

in Post Secondary Education held at Asilomar, California;, in

FéBrﬁary; 1984’ thé Caiifornia Céﬁﬁﬁﬁit? Collééés deiiﬁéatéd some

Some of these issues and implications are summarized as follows:
I. REVIEW OF ISSUES:
.Respect for diversity of community colleges

.Purposesfof,evaluatlon are guestionable

:Manner in which evaluation results would be used

.Purpose of program evaluation will be to improve programs,

not to add or delete.

.0ur responsibility will be collectively o guide the externail

criteria:

:Need balance between externai and internal criteria: We wiltl

start with a bottom up approach to evaluation:

.There is cont1nu1ng interest in remedtatlon, and no notion that

we will give up this function:. Expect no diminishing of: this

roie orrfunctlon.

Questtons of who-what-how: Who will be Invoived9

:What is a program?
:What data do we coilecr?

[N - -

12
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1I. EMLRGING PROBLEMS :

.Leglslature may invest more dollars in remedlatlon, not less,
if we can prove benefits to the state. .
+Possible new legislation on matriculation and mandatory

placement test. _ : :
.Negative 1mpact of statew1de evaluation system (resources, etc.)

ITI. PRIORITY CONCERNS'
:To gise diversity to deveiop effective evaluation models.

or . .Purpose = program 1mprovement.

.To define some common doals or crlterla to establlsh

comparability:
-Involve all instituticnal family 1n part1c1patlon 1n both
planning and implementation. .
.Pesources to do program evaluation. -
Representatlves at this conference proposédﬁthat these issues
will be reviewed by the Community Colleges of California in a series -

of act1v1t1es that 1ncludes the. :ollow1ng'

~1: Regional conferences, carefully pilanned:
+2. ZAppointment oﬁ‘gtateigeyei Task Force to coordinate activitie
3., Survey of current practlces——ldentlfy existing evaluation

activities ‘in community colleges.

4: Encourage on-site college visits to look at model act1v1t1es.
5: Use of outside consultant: »
6: Participation in a Fall Conference (Model—lguidelin*s Will
) be established).: ,
.7 Implementation of PllOt evaluatlon strategles to test feas1ollltv.

-While these issues are being addressed collectively, college

admlnlstratlon need to develop an institutional agenda of activities.
This agenda will include two types of activities: (1) the involvement
of the total college in evaluatlon process; whether to utilize éxisting
college commlttees, LAﬁé College Teams or to form a new committee will
BPe institutional ch01ces. However; the purpose should be to organize
;for collectlve efforts not to fragment and COmpartmentallze, {2) the

collection of 1nformatlon. A .

The focus on the purpose-of evaluatlon as a means for decision making
has. becofie universally accepted Research notes that the primary purpose’
of evaluating an education as training pfagéam is to provide information
for decisions about programs. Such detisions should be useful for

program imﬁrovement as well as for program. termlnatlon. Uséful infor--

o

mation can be extracted for decisions regardlng (l) program dupllcatxon,

are belng worked toward 1n the most efﬁ1c1ent and effectlve manner.
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Baééd on réCént régearch and activitiéé; tﬁé ééllééEioﬁ of
information: (1) information related to programs and college
goals; (2). retated to the content of programs; and (3) nformatlon
on the effectiveness of courses and programs-

When de51gn1ng and ‘evaluating such programs, administrators
and faculty should consider the following: Studies 1nd1cate that
successful learning skills programs are broadly descrlbed as hav1ng
two dlmen51ons. comprehen51veness and institutionalization and

that the general expected payoff is 1ncreased GPA and ratent.on.

The check list below describes factors in the two dimensions
that influence efficiency and effectiveness. These factors suggest
the typég of activities and information involved in program '
evaluatxon review:

EVALUATION OF REMEDIAL PROGRAMS

CHECK LIST -
FACTORS INFLUENCING EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS

COMPREHENSIVENESS :

continuum:

.Services curréntiy4avaiiabie.

:Testing programs (screening, placement, and diagnostic). .

Academlc areas (reading, wrltlng, mathematics, and language skills)

covered in developmental and basic skills programs:

.Use of learning laboratories and audio/visual support: i

.Avallablllty of adv1sory services and staff development for facqlty.

.The number of students in developmental versus basic skills programs.

,llm,m”mlwlfl,,lm,”li

.POllCleS currently states. R
.Linkage of remediation to instititional mission to total college
programs. .

.Statements on competencies. .
.Statements on outcomes, 1ong or short duratlon emph is.

. Instructional expertlse in adult learning.
.Instltutlonal mlSSlon.

¥

Relatlonshlp with other tutorlal and counsellng services.

w

frd |
W




RETENTION:

.Persisterice rate of students.
.Informatlon avallable on retentlon

courses beforeé enrolling in college-level curriculum:
.The attrition rate dmourig tliese students compared to the rest of

thHe freshnan class.

PERFORMANCE :

.Information on ‘student performance in courses after taking develop-

m@EE?l,@@PQathQ; ,,,,,,,,,,,,,
.Comparisons of these students with similar students who chose not

to take developmental courses.

.0f tﬁose students iaeﬁtlfled the number who performed poorly in

*?he”pomber of identified students who also were referred to
counseling center or other support services.

CONCELUSION:
The present and future most urgent need will continue to be

the 1mprovement of instruction. However, as we consider wrat

constitutes 1mproved 1nstruct1on, it is 1mportant to note that the
1mprovement of instriuction i§ not just an issue for remedial educa-

tion. Remedial programs already are heavily evaluated: What we

are to consider is learhlhg 1mprovement in all of the programs; We

the traditional academic d1§C1pllhes and in the vocational instruc-
tion as in the remedial programs. For improvement of programs means

"We need to all do well egually.

DB:ts
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